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Dear Madam/Sir, 

^^^^^ 

, A- ^.f^rminate The technical terms used in the claims and the 
1 . The scope of claims 1-4 is ^"determinate The teem ^^^^^ conversion 

embodiments described m the specification ^e 'P^^^^J^^^.^^ ^he specification 

schemes. But. the claims are not ^'"^''^f';^^''^^^^^ be appUcable and since no other 

does not identify other t^scope o/these terms outside the art 

:TLtu~^^^^^^^^ 

to image data. 

■nns search has been hmited to .he colour conversion schen,es related to itnage data. 
2. a.,n,s 1 does not adequately define the .nvention because the clatn, otntts followtng features, 
a) The claims dono. define that the type of data ,s specific to colour data of an image. 

J • ^.c A 9 1 of the sDecification and the prior art compared 

interpolation method. 

value obtained by the look-up table" is not clear. 

Purther, tt ,s no. clear if the input value used in the inte^olatton ,s before nomtal.saticn or 

after normalisation. 
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Furthermore, the relationship between the output value and other values mentioned in the 
claims is not clear from the wording of the claim. 

This may be partly due to the non-idiomatic translation of the specification. 

4. Claims 13, 18 and 23 are not fairly based on the invention described in the specification 
because it omits "the look-up table" and "sufficiently large value" which from reading the 
specification as a whole appears to be essential to the invention. The predetermined value 
must be a large value to achieve the objective of computational efficiency. 

5. When I consider all of the claims together, I cannot understand the scope of the monopoly 
being claimed because it is not readily clear what combination of integers defines the 
invention. This is because different claims have different combinations of integers. 

6. Claims 1-27 are not novel when compared to US 5748195 (NIN) which discloses all the 
features of each of the independent claims. Furthermore, I consider that the features added by 
the appended claims do not contribute to patentable invention. 

I apologise for your application not being considered within the time set out in our Customer Service 
Charter, We are refining our processes to address these delays. 

You have 21 months from the date of this report to overcome all my objection(s) otherwise your 
application will lapse. You will need to pay a fee for any response you file after 12 months from the 
date of this report before I can consider that response. 



Yours faithfully, 

SWA YAM CHINTAMANI 
Examiner of Patents, Section B5 
Telephone: (02) 6283 2202 



2/ 



